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Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1450" [37 CFR 1.8(a)] 
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Benjamin Liu 
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Jonathan U. Willis 



Applicant requests review of the final rejection in the above-identified application. No amendments are being filed with 
this request. 



This request is being filed with a notice of appeal. 



The review is requested for the reason(s) stated on the attached sheet(s). 
Note: No more than five (5) pages may be provided. 
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF 
PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

Sir: 

Pre-appeal review is requested because none of the cited references teach the feature 
claimed in claim 1 that the client platform requests the server platform to handle an input/output 
operation by including, in the request, a module identifier to identify a device module from a 
plurality of device modules in the server platform. In other words, the client asks the server to 
handle an input/output operation by providing an identifier for the server. 

The final rejection notes that this feature is not taught in the cited reference to Bantz, but, 
instead, cites Takamura for this feature. 

The claim requires that you determine on the client that there is an input/output operation 
on the client and request that the server handle the input/output operation. The request must 
include a driver identifier that the server can use. 

In contrast, in Takamura, we have the server asking the client to handle the input/output 
operation. This must be so because only the server has the I/O devices and the last sentence of 
paragraph 36 makes this clear, as well. 
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Thus, we have the directions going in the opposite direction in the cited reference. In the 
cited reference, it is clear that the execution of the input/output operation is done on the client 
because, in Figure 2, item 903, is on the client and the item 260, which is the client processing is 
expressly addressed in paragraph 36 of the cited reference: "According to the hypervisor, virtual 
I/O client processing 260 is executed and reading from the I/O device of the server computer is 
completed." Thus, the input/output on the server is handled by the client, instead of the server, in 
the cited reference. 

But even ignoring this difference, there is another, even more significant, difference. In the 
case of the cited reference, the device driver is found on the device that is going to service the 
input/output operation, namely, the client, as explained in paragraph 35. The way the right device 
dri ver is found is to perform a search on the client using the driver search 211. Thus, the device 
that is going to do the I/O operation finds the right driver itself in the cited reference. 

In contrast, in the claimed invention, the device that is being serviced (the client), instead 
of the servicing device (the server), provides the servicing device with the information about the 
right driver so that the servicing device can perform the operation. 

The claimed mode of operation is superior to that suggested in the cited reference. The 
cited art requires that the device that does not even have the input/output device find the right 
driver. It makes more sense to handle the I/O in the way that is claimed. 

Therefore, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 1 is respectfully requested. 

For the same reasons, reconsideration of the rejection of claims 8, 11 and 18 is requested. 
Reconsideration of the rejection of claims 32-39 is requested on the same basis described above. 

Reconsideration is not requested with respect to the rejection of claims 26-3 1 . 

With respect to the Section 101 rejection, it is hard to see how it can reasonably be 
contended that the claim could cover transitory media since the claim has expressly been amended 
to call for a "tangible" medium. It is not clear why it is believed that a tangible medium could 
cover transitory media. 



Therefore, reconsideration is requested. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: May 13, 201 1 /Timothy N. Trop/ 

Timothy N. Trop, Reg. No. 28,994 
TROP, PRUNER & HU, P.C. 
1616 South Voss Road, Suite 750 
Houston, TX 77057-2631 
713/468-8880 [Phone] 
713/468-8883 [Fax] 

Attorneys for Intel Coiporation 



